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Detailed Office Action 



1. 



This action is in response to the amendment filed on January 7, 2005. 



Claims 1, 3-10, 12-18, and 20-27 are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at tlie time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 1,3-10, 12-18, and 20-27 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Mithras C, Maurille., (hereinafter Maurille) U.S. Patent No. 6,484,196 
in view of Costales et al., (hereinafter Costales) U.S. Patent No. 6,044,395, 



5. As to claim 1, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, including a method for 

presenting email threads, comprising the steps of identifying the logical components of 
each message in a thread (Fig.3B message in thread); determining the relationships 
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between the messages in the thread using the logical components (col. 3, lines 40-65); and 
generating a document based upon the determined relationships (col. 10, lines 20-30). But 
Maurille does not explicitly teach wherein any logical components that are identified in 
each of the messages in the thread are removed during the generating step so that the 
generated document does not include the redundant logical components. However, 
Costales teaches any logical components that are identified in each of the messages in the 
thread are removed during the generating step so that the generated document does not 
include the redundant logical components (fig.5A) (see col.5, line 65 to col.6, line 40), It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to implement the teachings of Costales into the computer system of Maurille to 
have generated document does not include the redundant logical components because it 
would have provided the quality of systems or elements that are backed up with 
secondary resources. 

6. As to claim 3, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the step of identifying 
logical components comprises generating a message tree that includes nodes that 
recursively divide each of the messages into a main body, nested excerpts from other 
messages, and at least one subdivision wherein each subdivision is divided into lowest- 
level logical components (col. 10, lines 35-45, and col. 14, lines 15-60). 

7. As to claim 4, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the step of generating a 
message tree comprises: performing a top-down, recursive descent analysis to recursively 
divide each of the messages into sections, each section being one of a main-body of the 
message, an incorporated excerpt, a suffixed excerpt, the body of an excerpt, and an 
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excerpt within all excerpt; and decomposing each section into logical components using a 
weighted finite-state machine (fig.4B, col. 20, lines 15-55). 

8. As to claim 5, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the step of 
decomposing comprises: logically concatenating subsections of the body that is separated 
by incorporated excerpts; and applying a weighted finite state machine to the result 
(col.l, Hne 55 to coL2, line 10). 

9. As to claim 7, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the document includes 
a compressed form of each of the messages (Fig.7C compress email). 

10. As to claim 8, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein each of the compressed 
forms comprises non-extraneous parts of the primary text and abbreviated forms of 
incorporated excerpts (coL4, lines 25-35). 

11. As to claim 9, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the document includes 
a replies as annotations form for each of the messages (col. 14, Unes 15-60). 

12. As to claim 10, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, including a computer 
controlled display system comprising: a display for presenting the e-mail threads on a 
viewing area of the display (Fig.3B message in thread); and a processor that is adapted to 
identify the logical components of each message in a thread (col.3, lines 40-65); 
determine the relationships between each message in the thread using the logical 
components, and generate a medium based upon the determined relationships (col. 10, 
lines 20-30). But Maurille does not exphcitly teach wherein any logical components that 
are identified in each of the messages in the thread are removed during the generating 
step so that the generated document does not include the redundant logical components. 
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However, Costales teaches any logical components that are identified in each of the 
messages in the thread are removed during the generating step so that the generated 
document does not include the redundant logical components (fig. 5 A) (see col. 5, line 65 
to col. 6, line 40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to implement the teachings of Costales into the computer 
system of Maurille to have generated document does not include the redundant logical 
components because it would have provided the quality of systems or elements that are 
backed up with secondary resources. 

13. As to claim 12, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the processor is 
adapted to generate a message tree that includes nodes that divide each message into a 
main body and into excepts from other messages and further into lowest-level logical 
components (col. 10, lines 35-45, and col. 14, lines 15-60). 

14. As to claim 13, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the processor is 
adapted to perform a top-down, recursive descent analysis to create nodes of the message 
tree and to analyze divided extents using a weighted finite state machine (Fig. 4B, col. 20, 
lines 15-55). 

15. As to claim 15, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the document includes 
a compressed form of each of the messages (Fig.7C compress email). 

16. As to claim 16, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein each of the 
compressed form contains non-extraneous parts of the primary text (col. 4, lines 25-35). 

17. As to claim 17, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the document includes 
a replies as annotations form for each of the messages (col. 14, lines 15-30). 
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18. As to claim 18, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, including an information 
storage media comprising: information that presents the e-mail threads on a viewing area 
of a display (Fig.3B message in thread); information that identifies logical components of 
each of the messages in the threads (col. 3, hnes 40-65); information that determines 
relationships between each of the messages in the thread using the logical components; 
and information that generates a medium based upon the determined relationships 

(col. 10, lines 20-30). But Maurille does not explicitly teach wherein any logical 
components that are identified in each of the messages in the thread are removed during 
the generating step so that the generated document does not include the redundant logical 
components. However, Costales teaches any logical components that are identified in 
each of the messages in the thread are removed during the generating step so that the 
generated document does not include the redundant logical components (fig. 5 A) (see 
col.5, line 65 to col. 6, line 40), It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention was made to implement the teachings of Costales into the 
computer system of Maurille to have generated document does not include the redundant 
logical components because it would have provided the quality of systems or elements 
that are backed up with secondary resources. 

19. As to claim 20, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, further comprising information 
that generates a message tree that includes nodes that divide each message into a main 
body and into excepts from other messages and further into lowest-level logical 
components (col. 10, lines 35-45, and col. 14, Unes 15-60). 
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20. As to claim 21, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, further comprising: 
information that performs a top-down, recursive descent analysis to create some nodes of 
the message tree (col. 20, lines 15-55). 

21. As to claim 23, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the medium includes a 
compressed form of each of the messages (Fig.TC compress email). 

22. As to claim 24, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein each of the 
compressed form contains non-extraneous parts of the primary text (col. 4, lines 25-35). 

23. As to claim 25, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the medium includes a 
replies as annotations form for each of the messages (col.l4, lines 15-60). 

24. As to claim 26, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, including a computer system 
for presenting email threads comprising a computer processor for: (a) identifying logical 
components of each message in a thread (Fig.3B message in thread); (b) determining 
relationships between the messages in the threads using the logical components (coL3, 
lines 40-65); and (c) generating a medium based upon the determined relationships, 
wherein the e-mail threads are presented in the medium as semi-connected text(col.lO, 
lines 20-30), But Maurille does not explicitly teach wherein any logical components that 
are identified in each of the messages in the thread are removed during the generating 
step so that the generated document does not include the redundant logical components. 
However, Costales teaches any logical components that are identified in each of the 
messages in the thread are removed during the generating step so that the generated 
document does not include the redundant logical components (fig,5A) (see col. 5, line 65 
to col. 6, line 40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time of the invention was made to implement the teachings of Costales into the computer 
system of Maurille to have generated document does not include the redundant logical 
components because it would have provided the quality of systems or elements that are 
backed up with secondary resources. 

25. As to claim 27, Maurille teaches the invention as claimed, wherein the medium is one of 
a human readable document and a computer readable document (Fig. 2). 

26. As to claim 2, Maurille does not teach redundant logical components from the document. 
However, Costales teaches redundant logical components from the document (col. 4, lines 
10-25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Maurille and Costales to have a 
redundant logical components from the document because it would have an efficient 
system that can provide to be used to guard the primary system from failure by acting as 
a back up system. 

27. Claims 1 1, and 19 have similar limitations as claim 2; therefore, they are rejected under 
the same rationale. 

28. As to claim 6, Maurille does not teach using a weighted finite state grammar and 
identifying the maximally weighted path through the network. However, Costales 
teaches using a weighted finite state grammar and identifying the maximally weighted 
path through the network (Fig. 4, col. 5, line 18 to coL6, Hne 60). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Maurille and Costales to have using a weighted finite state 
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grammar and identifying the maximally weighted path through the network because it 
would have an efficient system that can provide the capability to efficiently transmit a 
large number of personalized e-mail message. 

29. Claims 14, and 22 have similar limitations as claim 6; therefore, they are rejected under 
the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

30. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time poUcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

3 1 . Any inquiries concerning this communication or earlier communications from 

the examiner should be directed to Tammy T. Nguyen who may be reached via telephone at 
(571) 272-3929. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Friday between 8:00 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m. eastern standard time. 
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If you need to send the Examiner, a facsimile transmission regarding this 
instant appHcation, please send it to (703) 872-9306. If attempts to reach the examiner by 
telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's Supervisor, David Wiley, may be reached at (571) 
272-3923, 

TTN 

June 30, 2004 




